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File No. 110674

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Bl vi=vo

1650 Mission 5t.
‘ . v Suite 400
: San Frangisco,
DATE: January 25, 2014 CA 04103-2470
TO: Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors Reception:
415.558.6378
FROM: Kearstin Dischinger, Kearstin@sfgov.org, 558-6284 o
Adam Varat, Senior Planner _ 415.558.6409
. . e . Planni
RE: - Article 36 of the City Administrative Code: Interagency Plan MO,';;';%U":
Imnlemantation Cammittoa Annial Praarpee Ranost o coimen oo, we op ATBERRETT

space requirement for Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts may be satisfied through
payment of a fee of $80.82 for each required square foot of usable open space.

Designated Use of Funds. Fees collected are to be deposited into the Eastern Neighborhoods
Public Benefits Fund. Fees.are to- be: used for the purpose of acquiring, designing, and
improving park land, park facilities, and other open space resources, which are expected to be
used solely or in substantial part by persons who live, work, shop or otherwise do business in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use districts.

Fees Collected. As of the end of FY 2011-12, no open space in-lieu fees had been collected for
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts.

Fees Expended. As no fees have been collected, no funds have been expended.

Controller’s Office ’ : 25



March 2010 “Interagency Plan Implementation Committee Progress Report

Attachment: Interagency Plan Implementation Committee
(IPIC) Annual Report

vesignated Use of l-unds. Fees collected are to be deposited into the Balboa Park Community
Improvements Fund. Expenditures must be recommended by the Planning Commission and
approved by the Board of Supervisors. Planning Code 422.5(b) specifies that funds are to be
used to design, engineer, acquire, and develop and improve streets, transit, parks, plazas and
open space, and community facilities and services as defined in the Balboa Park Community
Improvements Program. Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned
or publicly accessible. Funds may also be used to commission economic analyses and to pay -
for administrative or legal costs. The Planning Code further specifies that fees collected should
be deposited lnto specific accounts by improvement type:

.« 38 percent of fees shall go towards streets
* 13 percent shall go towards transit
e 30 percent shall go towards parks, plazas and open Space
¢ 19 percent shéll go toWards community facilities and other services.

Fees Collected. No fees have been collected since the fee was established in FY 2008-09. To
date, there has been one in-kind agreement. In FY 2008-09, the developer of 1150 Ocean
Avenue entered into an In-Kind Improvement Agreement with the City in lieu of paying a
$1,579,703 impact fee (Appendix A1-7).The developer will finance a public sidewalk easement
at Brighton Avenue and will also finance the Lee Avenue Extension. These construction projects
are pending.

Fees Expended. As no funds have been deposited into the Balboa Park Community
Improvements Fund, no funds have been expended.
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2013 Highlights

This annu.j:ll .report de'scribes the City’s capital planning to support projected housing and job
growth within the City’s recently-adopted Area Plans. This report also includes a detailed

description of each Area Plan’s infrastructure i j
plan relative to projected devel ti
and other known funding sources. o opment impactfees

Over the' ne).<t five years the Planning Department projects roughly $ 110 Million of impact fee
revenue in five plan areas. Over the past year, the City has witnessed a significant upswing in
development, largely as a result of investment capital returning to the construction indusir

\M\?ﬁll .RSQ‘.%‘?‘;S that WELE endifled over the nadk cpunle smoare hawa hamam mnmados tine JAH‘,X.

used solely to acquire and develop public recreation and park facilities for use by the daytme

population of the C-3 Use Districts. The Recreation and Park and Planning Commissions must
hold a joint public hearing to elicit public comment prior to allocating monies in the Fund for
acquisition of property for park use and/or for development of property for park use. The
Recreation and Park Commission alone administers the development of the recreational and
park facilities on any acquired property designated for park use by the Board of Supervisors,
using the funds that have been allocated for that purpose.

Fees Collected. Since September 1985, $11,309,746 in Downtown Park fees has been
collected. For a list of fees collected by payer, see Appendix A1-8. A fotal of $1,839,254 in
interest has been earned on this fee revenue. :

Fees Expended. In FY 2011-12, $509,120 was expended from the Downtown Park Fund. To
date, $11,029,395 has been expended from the Fund. The year-end balance of the fund is
$2,119,605. After adjusting for reserves and designated fund balance, the unassigned year-end

fund balance is $531,084.

- See Appendix A1-8 for expenditure detail by fiscal year. Across all projects that received
funding from the Downtown Park Fund since FY 1997-98, Downtown Park fees have accounted
for 95 percent of total project expenditures. The Union Square renovation and the construction
of Victoria Manolo Draves Park have been completed. The Mid-Embarcadero Music Concourse,
which was initiated following the demolition of the Embarcadero Freeway, has also been
completed. Forty-three percent of the project was financed through the Downtown Park Fund. In
FY 2011-12, $180,209 was expended on the renovation of Sue Bierman Park and $328,911

was expended on Union Square Plaza.
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Updates and new content in the 2013 IPIC Annual Report include:

e Updated capital plans. Most projects recommended for impact fee funding over the next
five years were included in the previous year IPIC recommendations. However, the
proposed capital plans for each plan area offer refinements from last year’s report based
on revised fee projections, project readiness and additional community input.
e . New Plan Areas. ,
o The Transit Center District Plan (TCDP), adopted August 2012, includes a
complete streetscape and open space plan and a number of plan specific fundi.ng
, . sources; including two, development impact fees and a proposed Community @ work———————————
on an adjacent public property or in a publicly accessible lobby area of a hotel. Works of art '
include sculpture, bas-relief, murals, mosaics, decorative water features, tapestries or other
artworks permanently affixed to the building or its grounds. Developers may pay a sum
equivalent to the cost of the artwork in lieu of installing artwork. :

Designated Use of Funds. Fees collected are to be deposited into the Public Artwork Trust
Fund, which is administered by the Arts Commission. Ordinance 62-12 added Planning Code
Section 429.5, which specifies that the Public Artwork Trust Fund shall be used by the Arts
Commission within the C-3 District or within a half mile of the boundary of the C-3 District or, if
the project is within another zoning district, within a half mile of the project boundary to enhance
the visibility and quality of artworks in the public realm and to improve the public's access and
enjoyment of the artworks in the public realm. The Board of Supervisors allows the Arts
Commission to administer and expend the Public Artwork Trust Fund, and have the authority to
prescribe rules and regulations governing the Fund.

Fees Collected. To date, $145,920 of fee revenue has been collected and one in-kind
improvement has been provided. The developer of One Polk Street opted to provide an in-kind
improvement to the San Francisco Museum & Historical Society in lieu of paying $329,768 in
fees. For revenue and expenditure information, a list of fees collected by payer, as well as in-
kind improvements detail, see Appendix A1-9.

Fees Expended. To date, $45,000 has been expended from the fund.
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Overview of IPIC -

Area Plans

Over the past several years, the Planning Department, in collaboration with community
stakeholders, has developed and adopted several Area Plans to guide land use changes and

fievelo‘pment, and imagine community improvements and programs 20 years into the future,
including Area Plans for the following areas: ’

» Rincon Hill, Market and Octavia, Visitacion Valley, Balboa Park, Eastern Neighborhoods:

East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront
Glen Park and Transit Center District ) ,

Area Plans are components of the City’s General Plan that direct land use, design, infrastructure
and area specific issues by providing guiding objectives and policies for specific neighborhoods ’
.or areas within the city. As the Area Plan neighborhoods gain new residents and workers, there
?s an accompanying need for improved public infrastructure and amenities, such as parks, street
improvements, transit, childcare centers, and libraries. -

i
Area Plan policies are often accompanied by implementing planning code and zoning ma
legislation and a “Community Improvements Program,” which identifies transportation, (I: en
space, recreational, and public realm amenities planned for the area over a 20-year perio,d ?‘he
IPIC is tasked with ensuring the implementation of the Community Improvements Progra;ms
Community Improvements Programs identify specific and categorical community improvemv:ents

identified fhraueh A ARIIPINIEY TR DI mRR MEREoRS. e v renrem ae e .
Table 4 below); (2) pay a fee or; (3) a combination of (1) and (2). The Jobs-Housing Linkage
Fee became effective in March 1996, but is predated by the Office Housing Production Program
and the Office Affordable Housing Production Program. Therefore, this report includes revenue

and expenditure details beginning in FY 1988-89. '

Designated Use of Funds. Fees are to be deposited into the Citywide Affordable Housing
Fund. Planning Code Section 413.10 specifies that this fee revenue is to solely be used to -
increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households. The program is administered
by the Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH). No funds may be used to pay any administrative,

general overhead, or similar expenses.

Fees Collected. In FY 2011-12, $567,229 in Jobs-Housing Linkage fees were collected from
the developers of 1190 Mission Street, 38 Dolores Street, 660-680 Alabama, 208 Utah, and 808
Brannan. Since FY 1988-89, $56,791,248 in Jobs-Housing Linkage fees has been deposited
into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, and $12,735,030 in interest has been earned on the
Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, which also includes Inclusionary Housing fees. Appendix
A1-9 contains information on payors and fees collected when available. No developers have

opted to provide onsite or offsite BMR units in lieu of paying the fee.

Fees Expended. Through the end of FY 2011-12, $58,310,054 has been expended. In FY
2011-12, loan repayment funds were used to fund project expenditures. For each fiscal year,
Appendix A1-10 includes the address at which affordable housing was created, the target
demographic for that affordable housing, the number of units built (if known), the amount of
funds expended and encumbered, and the status of the project. Note that since Jobs-Housing
Linkage fees and Inclusionary Housing fees are both deposited into the Citywide Affordable
Housing Fund because, as stipulated by Planning Code, both sources of funding can be used to

finance eligible affordable housing _projects. The Citywide Affordable Housing Fund also has
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known as an “in-kind agreement.”2 A Project Sponsor may apply to satisfy the requirements of
the relevant Area Plan development impact fee by providing public improvements through an
in-kind agreement (authorized by the Planning Commission).

Other revenue sources to construct projects from the Community Improvements Programs
include federal, state, and regional grants, local public infrastructure funds such as Prop K sales
tax revenue, general funds, and assessment districts such as Mello-Roos Districts. In addition to
public revenue, Plan implementation may require proposes ongoing interdepartmental efforts to
devise and implement creative maintenance strategies, such as assessment districts for existing
and new parks and open spaces, landscape and lighting districts o maintain upkeep on
improved streets, and operations funding for transportation.

Development Impact Fees

Development Impact Fees are legislated to fund infrastructure necessary to support new
residents and employees. The City establishes a fee based on both the demand for new
infrastructure and the ability for new development to afford fees without negatively impacting
the City’s housing supply or affordability. State enabling legislation prescribes collection and
expenditure rules for impact fees. Below is a brief list of ma]or considerations for impact fee
expenditures in San Francisco:

- Projects must address the impacts of additional growth

- Allocations must equal the established proportlons for each improvement type; this must
‘true up’ at the end of the five-year period '

- Some funds may go towards pre-development costs, but should lead to actual
construction. ' ‘

- . Cannot overspend (cumulative revenues must exceed cumulative costs at any given
time)

- Funded infrastructure projects must be within the respective plah areas

- Eastern Neighborhoods impact fees have the following additional criteria:

o  80% of must go towards Eastern Neighborhoods priority projects for the
“Transportation” and “Open Space” funds until the priority projects within each
respective fund are completed

o The Priority Projects require matches from partnering Agencies per the MOU

2 In 2010 the Planning Commission adopted a policy on in-kind agreement proposals which clarifies the Department and
CAC s process for vetting in-kind proposals before Commission Deliberation;http://fwww.sf-
lanning.or files/publications reports/in kind policy final CPC endorsed.pdf i
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Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC)

In October of 2006, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation to formalize interagency
coordination for Area Plan-identified community improvements through the establishment of the
Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) (Article 36 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code). The IPIC was developed “to provide mechanisms that will enhance the
participation in the preparation and implementation of the Community Improvements Plans and
Implementation Programs by the various City departments, .offices; and agendies that will be:
responsible for their implerhentaﬁon and provide a means by which the various parties
interested in realization of the Community Improvements Plans and Implementation Programs

- can remain informed about and provide input to and support for their implementation.”3

The IPIC makes recommendations for Area Plans with respect to capital project implementation,
funding and programming, intra-departmental collaboration, coordinates with the Area Plans’
Citizen Advisory Committees (CACs), and produces this annual report. The IPIC is chaired by
Planning Department and includes representatives from the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA), Department of Public Works (DPW), Recreation and Parks Department (RPD), San
- Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), the Library, the Human Services Agency
(HAS), Mayor’s Office of Finance, and Capital Planning Committee, among other agencies. With
the adoption of the Transit Center District Plan in August 2012, the IPIC added two new
members - the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and BART, to participate in TCDP-

specific discussions.

The goals of the IPIC annual process include: ,
1. Identify all funding sources for infrastructure projects to serve the impacts of new
growth in Area Plans. ,
2. Program expected revenues over 10 years, including revenue generated from

development impact fees, so that priority plan area capital projects can be completed.

This report serves as the annual progress report required by Administrative Code Article 36.4.4

IPIC Budget Cycle Process | ,
The IPIC began meeting in October 2007 to develop capital plans for each Area Plan based on the

TFI6e Il ]{yfﬁl Vgtéﬁﬁrl%'g}sfu{g{pléﬁ‘h’ﬁaﬁce"fljlllc"_ﬁ‘b‘v‘fﬂ&i)n e rL, ;'l‘o’l' ldUr.l’lu.(u\irl;' e |t-‘ P~
éfgffrr];&ﬁfe houfil:g. To begin a project, MOH issues a competltlve. Notice of Fundlr_lg Avallabtl_llty
(NOFA) with specific criteria to select a housing developer, typltcal!lyha anF-R;oI:rgg[ps%rea cli%r;

i i Wl ting the housing units. The _
responsible for developing, owning and opera h g, e e e oo tich
lations such as very low-income seniors or families an Jesc _
?uonpdusawill be provided. To the successful bidder, MOH then provndes'a 55-year, Iow—n:jterest loan
with annual loan repayments sized according to the pro;ect‘sh opera}tltl:]g expc-“-:(n’[sc;ets)uaiInd ;f?s?dr;?)lsé
ing on the availability of non-City funding, MOH's s are of the cos / rd:
Egl?;:glrr‘gnges from 25 percent to 50 percent of the total project cost. MOH places restrictions
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Plan and recommendations for impact fee expenditure. This section briefly discusses IPIC

process and coordination with the city budget cycle.

In July/August each year the Planning Department generates updated development impact fee
projections based on known development projects and an assumed rate of planned growth. The
updated projections provide a working ‘budget’ for each area plan. The IPIC and the CACs
review the previous year’s Board endorsed capital plan and updated impact fee projections. The

IPIC begins to update the status of ongoing projects, grants, and future projects.

Over the fall, the IPIC and the CACs develop an area-specific capital plan for each plan area
through an iterative process. The CACs provide recommendations regarding community
priorities. The IPIC provides input on project readiness and the next steps fo move community
priorities forward. The capital plans are fiscally constrained by projected revenue for each area,
including projected development impact fees and secured grants. Capital plans include two types
of recommendations: budgeted and forecasted. Budgeted projects are incorporated intd
implementing agency budgets and work programs, with impact fee funds as a partial or
complete funding source. A forecasted project may need further refinement; however, it is
included in the capital plan as ‘forecasted’ for future years to stand as a placeholder for the City’s '

intention to implement the project.

Capital plans for each area are incorporated into the City’s 10 Year Capital Plané. The final IPIC
recommendations are presented to the Capital Planning Committee, Planning Commission, and
Land Use and Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors. These hearings
should be completed before agencies submit their budgets for Board of Supervisor approval.
Upon agency budget approval, impact fee funds can be drawn for projects identified in the IPIC
report as funds become available. Forecasted projects may be subject to additional planning and

project development during the next year before the next capital planning cycle.

IPIC 2013

In 2013, the IPIC reviewed the previous year’s capital plans, coordinated on grants and other
funding sources, and reviewed agencies’ work programs as they relate to Area Plans, and
updated impact fee revenue projections. Additionally the IPIC brought recommendations to and
received feedback from the Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory

5 See Attachment 2 to review IPIC's prioritization criteria

6 hitp://www. sfgov.org/site/cpp index.asp?1d=39210
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Affordable Housing Fund, as stipulated by Planning Code, both sources of funding can be used
to finance eligible affordable housing projects including funding the same project. The Citywide
Affordable Housing Fund also has other sources of revenue including loan repayments.

MOH uses the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, along with funding from federal and state
agencies and private investors, to finance the development, rehabilitation, and purchase of
affordable housing. To begin a project, MOH issues a competitive Notice of Funding Availability
(NOFA) with specific criteria to select a housing developer, typically a non-profit corporation
responsible for developing, owning and operating the housing units. The NOFAs target specific
populations such as very low-income seniors or families and describe the terms under which
funds will be provided. To the successful bidder, MOH then provides a 55-year, low-interest loan

Controller’s Office 32
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Fees Collected. In FY 2011-12, $1,372,542 in water capacity charges were collected. Since the
capacity charge’s establishment in 2007, $3,691,372 has been collected and $44,733 in interest
has been earned. Appendix A1-14 shows a list of water capacity charges and wastewater
capacity charges (which are described in the following section) collected by payer. Due to the
large volume of water and wastewater capacity charge payers, payers are only listed in the
appendix if their total water and wastewater capacity charge payment equaled or exceeded
$100,000. If fees were paid over multiple fiscal years, the payer is listed multiple times. The
majority of large projects listed have not paid water capacity charges for two major reasons: m
the water capacity charge became effective two years after the wastewater capacity charge;
and (2) projects with existing water meters from the previous structure that are sufficient for the
new large project are not subject to the water capacity charge and are granted a “Prior Use
Credit.”

Fees Expended. In FY 2011-12, $2,008,605 in water capacity funds were expended on local
water renewal and replacement projects. Of this, $1,483,853 was spent at Kirkham & 20™
$524,328 was spent at Harrison, 18", and Cesar Chavez, and $424 was spent at Laguna,
Sutter, and Bay. At the end of FY 2011-12, the balance in the water capacity charge subfund
was $1,727,500. '
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Rincon Hillw

The Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005, enabled over 2,350 additional residential units in the
Rincon Hill neighborhood, situated between Downtown and the Bay Bridge. Since plan adoption
over 700 units have been builtly, roughly 400 units are under construction?, and over 1200 units
have been entitled by the Planning Department. The Planning Department projects over $14
million in impact fee revenue available for infrastructure impact fees over the next five years?s.

The Rincon Hill Area includes two Plan generated sources of funding to help build plan-serving

infrastructure: development impact fees and an Infrastructure Finance District (IFD). The Rincon
FEES CUIELLEU. ONILC LIT LAPOULY UYL O watdi st i s fi s S — -y e — o oo

collected and $202,232.in interest has been earned. Appendix A1-14 shows a list of wastewater
capacity charges and water capacity charges (which are described in the preceding section)
collected by payer. Due to the large volume of water and wastewater capacity charge payers,
payers are only listed in the appendix if their total water and wastewater capacity charge
payment equaled or exceeded $100,000. Note that if fees were paid over multiple fiscal years,
the payer is listed multiple times.

Fees Expended. In FY 2011-12, $4,179,703 in wastewater capacity funds were expended on
various sewer repair and replacement projects, bringing total expenditures to $21,176,862. For
expenditures by project, see Appendix A1-14. The FY 2011-12 wastewater capacity charge
subfund year-end balance was $14,650,729.
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Infrastructure Improvements
After adoption of the Rincon Hill Plan, the Planning Department drafted the Rincon Hill

Streetscape Plan to implement the public improvements in the neighborhood. The infrastructure

improvements in Rincon Hill include streetscape and open space projects as described below.

1) Streetscape Improvements

The Rincon Hill Plan identifies streetscape improvements for the entire street network of the area.

The Rincon Hill Streetscape Plan further defines the streetscape improvemen:

ts, including specific

plantings, and materials. Portions of the streetscape

sidewalk dimensions and street furnishings,
improvements identified in the Rincon Hil

apporovalsi5 for develo

1 Plan will be required as a part of condition of
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In-Kind improvemerits

Three blocks of streetscape improvements!é identified by both the Rincon Hill Plan and the
Streetscape Master Plan have been completed through in-kind agreements with adjacent
development projects. Many of the streetscape improvements? proposed have a clear
relationship to specific entitled development projects and therefore could be implemented
through in-kind agreements with project sponsors, should the sponsors elect to pursue in-kind
agreements, and should the Planning Commission grant approval. As of second half of 2013 the
active In-Kind agreements include: unprovements to Guy Place Street, Zeno Alley, and mid-block
pedestrian pathway between Fremont and Beale Streets.

Market and QCtaviaw

The Market and Qctavia Plan was adonted in the snring of 2008. enabline rouchlv 6.000
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of the proposed IPIC capital plan. Key projects include improvements to Octavia Boulevard
intersections at Oak and Market Streets.

Additionally, $1.5 million from the City’s General Fund has been allocated for improvements to
Upper Market intersections in FY2014. Additional funding for the Upper Market intersections,
secured by the District Supervisor’s office, comes from the Regional PDA Planning Program.

RS

Funding Source FY2014 and prior | FY2015-2019 Total
Development Impact_ Fees $ 4,008,700 $ 19,408,700 | ¢ 23,417,400
Central Freeway Parcel Sales - $ 2,400,000 $ 3,383,000 | $ 5,783,000
General Funds (General Fund TSIP) $ 1,500,000 - $ 1,500,000
Regional PDA Planning Program $ 100,000 - $ 100.000
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o The Hayes and Fell Streets two-way project converted portions of each street between
Van Ness and Gough to a two-way operation, and included reopening a crosswaik at the
intersection of Hayes and Gough Streets. The project was implemented in fall 2011 and
was funded in part by Market Octavia impact fees.

The SFCTA conducted the Central Freeway and Octavia Circulation Study, which
examined local and regional transportation issues and needs in the Market and Octavia
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neighborhood. A 2014 pilot program will build on the City Administrator’s existing
Community Challenge Grant program. 2

Ongoing Infrastructure Projects

In addition to completed infrastructure, progress has been made on many more transportation
and open space projects in the Plan Area. Many of these improvements were proposed by the
Market Octavia Plan and are being further refined as City agencies perform additional study,
develop project designs, secure funding, or conduct additional community outreach. Other new
project ideas have been generated through the work of the IPIC and the CAC to help implement
the Market Octavia Plan.

Many of the projects discussed below will utilize impact fee revenue. However, the majority.of
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Re-establishing the Octavia right-of-way from Fulton Street to Golden Gate Avenue will
reconnect the neighborhood street grid and increase access to the newly-renovated Hayward
Park.

Pedestrian amenities and greening at the Mission and Van Ness intersection will be
implemented in conjunction with the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project and the
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), discussed in further detail below.

Projects funded by the proceeds from the former Central Freeway Parcels (does not include the
original Central Freeway ancillary projects):

ia Community Infrastructure impact

Re-opening the closed crosswalk at the intersection of Fell and Gough Streets.

Pedestrian safety improvements to the intersection of Oak and Octavia.

Bicycle improvements at the intersection of Buchanan and Market.

Pedestrian safety spot 1mprovements at 20 mtersectlons within a one-block radius of Octav1a
Blvd.

Short-term bicycle 1mprovements at the intersection of Page and Octav1a.
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Open Space ‘

There are six existing parks in the Plan Area, of which Hayward Park has the highest renovation
and capital needs. Two additional parks are proposed for construction by the Market and Octavia
Plan: the McCoppin Hub, which is slated for construction in early 2014, and Brady Park, which
could be built in future years in coordination with redevelopment of the surrounding lots.

Open space projects supported in full or in part by impact fees include:

¢ Major renovations to Hayward Park in coordination with the next Park and Open Space

bond. : .
* Anew parkin Brady Block that will take advantage of underutilized parcels and a unique

system of alleys.
¢ The ongoing Rotating Art Project at the center of Patricia’s Green.

Additional projects funded by non-impact fee sources include:

* The McCoppin Hub, one of the Central Freeway Ancillary Projects, will be constructed in the
existing public right-of-way at the western end of McCoppin Street. Construction is expected
to begin in late 2013. :

* A new skatepark and dog play area, another of the Central Freeway Ancillary Projects, is
planned below a portion of the Central Freeway. Construction is expected to begin in late
2013.
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Eastern Neighborhoods

Central Waterfront, East SOMA, Western SOMA, Showplace Square/Potrero,
& Mission®

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, adopted in early 2009, enable approximately additional
10,000 units of housing and 7,500 new jobs. Roughly 210 development projects of all sizes are in
the approval pipeline, of which approximately 140 that are subject to EN Impact fees. The
Planning Department projects approximately $51.8 Million in impact fee revenue in the Plan Area
over the next five years (FY 15 through 19)

Leglsla'c;dﬂlgée Expend1ture by Category

Housing? $ 6,014,000
Open Space ‘ $ 20,117,000
Transportation and Streetscape -1 $ 25,838,000
Childcare ' $ 2,967,000
Library $ 644,000

Program Administration $ 2,316,000

The Planning Code divides EN Infrastructure funds into four infrastructure expenditure
categories shown in the table above. The Administrative Code further requires that 80-percent
of spending within the Open Space and Transportation and Streetscape categories be spent on
identified “Priority Projects” outlined in a Memorandum of Understanding between the Planning
Department, MTA, SFCTA, DPW, MOH, and other agencies. These priority projects include the
following:

¢ Townsend Street pedestrian improvements,
e Victoria Manalo Drave Park Pedestrian Improvements,
e Folsom Street Streetscape Improvements,

e 16t Street Streetscape Improvements,

19 hittp://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1673

20 Seventy-five percent of fee revenue from development projects within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial
District and the Mixed-Use Residential Use Districts are allocated affordable housing programs (PC Sec. 423( c)(2));
the remainder of fee revenue from such projects are allocated to the infrastructure categories accordingly.





































































































































































































































































































































































































































D5. Payment in Case of Variance or Exception For Required Open Space

Background. Planning Code Section 329 requires large* projects proposed in Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to be reviewed directly by the Planning Commission. These
large projects may seek specific exceptions, including an exception from residential usable open
space requirements, and instead pay a fee. In circumstances where such exception is granted,
a fee of $347.76 can be paid for each square foot of usable open space not provided pursuant
to that exception. Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District projects are also subject to this
$347.76 fee should a variance from usable open space reqmrements for residential uses be
granted by the Zoning Administrator.

Ordinance 182-12, effective September 7, 2012, amended the code to add Planning Code
Section 427(b). In circumstances where such exception is granted, C-3-O(SD) District is subject
to a fee of $1,410 for each square foot of usable open space not provided if a variance is
granted by the Zoning Administrator to reduce the amount of open space required.

Designated Use of Funds Fees collected from Eastern ‘Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts
are to be deposited into the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits Fund. Fees are to be used
for the purpose of acquiring, designing, and improving park land, park facilities, and other open
space resources, which are expected to be used solely or in substantial part by persons who
live, work, shop or otherwise do business in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use districts.

Fees collected from C-3-O(SD) District are to be deposited into the Transit Center District Open
Space Fund and are to be used for the purpose of acquiring, designing, and improving public
open space, recreational facilities, and other open space resources, which is expected.to be
used solely or in substantial part by persons who live, work, shop or otherwise do business in
the Transit Center District.

Fees Collected. As of the end of FY 2011-12, no open space in-lieu fees had been collected for
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts.

Fees Expended. As no fees have been collected, no funds have been expended.

* The Code defines large to be: (1) construction of a new building or addition to an existing building that
exceeds 75 feet in height; (2) projects involving a net addition or new construction of more than 25,000
gross square feet; or (3) effective November 3, 2011 (with the adoption of Ordinance 196-11), a project
that includes a vertical addition to an existing building with a height of 75 feet or less that results in a total
buudlng height greater than 75 feet. The Code no longer defines Projects having 200 or more linear feet
of contiguous street frontage on any public right of way as large..
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E. City Area: Balboa Park

E1. Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Impact Fee

Background. The Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Impact Fee was established in April
2009 to enable the City to provide necessary public infrastructure to new residents while
increasing neighborhood livability and investment in the district. The fee applies to any.
development project located in the Balboa Park Community Improvements Program Area. The
fee is $8.51 per net addition of gross square feet for residential use projects and $1.60 per net
addition of gross square feet for non-residential use projects. Different fees are applied if use of
a space is changed or replaced as follows:

* Non-residential to residential: $6.91 per gross square foot
* PDR to residential: $7.71 per gross square foot
 PDR to non-residential: $0.80 per gross square foot

Developers may also opt to provide an in-kind improvement in lieu of paying the impact fee,
subject to Planning Commission approval.

b - ‘Ad‘k';\.u.\f;ﬂ.u-;‘b;; Cowaarazndben C shapanudas’s LURLCOD Lo

Area Plan Implementation ,

The Planning Department’s Plan Implementation Group helps to turn the visions from the City’s
recently-adopted Area Plans into built improvements, working with community members,
development project sponsors, and City agencies. The Plan Implementation Group works with
other City agencies to identify funding, pursue grants, and identify opportunities for project
coordination to help make these projects a reality. ‘

In order to carry out its responsibilities to implement the Area Plan Community Improvements
Programs, the Plan Implementation Group convenes and chairs the Interagency Plan
Implementation Committee. In addition, the Plan Implementation Group:
e Staffs Area Plan Community Advisory Committees to obtain community input on plan
implementation and use of impact fee revenue
e Coordinates specific capital projects with other agencies to ensure implementation
e Coordinates with other agencies to develop and implement community and economic
development programs pursuant to the Area Plans.
e Monitors the progress of Area Plan implementation

Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Annual Report

In October of 2006, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation to formalize interagency
coordination for Area Plan-identified community improvements through the establishment of the
IPIC. The Planning Department, as designated by the legislation, has taken the lead in
coordinating the IPIC. This report required by Article 36 of the Administrative Code.

The IPIC makes recommendations for Area Plans with respect to capital project implementation,
funding and programming, intra-departmental collaboration, coordinates with the Area Plans’
Citizen Advisory Committees (CACs), and produces this annual report.

1. Attachment: Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Annual Report
2. Attachment: Interagency Plan Implementation Committee — Transit Center District Plan
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F2. Downtown C-3 Artwork

Background. Since September 1985, new buildings or additions to existing buildings exceeding

25,000 square feet in the downtown C-3 District have been required to install works of art

costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction cost of the building or addition. The

art must be clearly visible from the public sidewalk or on the site of the open-space feature

required pv Plannina_Code Sesfion. 138..Naxglnnars, mavyalrg seelsnntaval-dndantaly ~ et
new projects have begun the entitlement process. Accordingly impact fee révenues are higher

than those reported last year. For example impact fee revenue projections for FY 15 rose

approximately 13 percent.

e ‘ OTAE Ry ERicE
Rincon Hill 8,505,000 5,368,000 9,736,000 1,608,000 1,356,000 | 4,126,000 23,245,000 21%
Market and Octavia 5,757,000 6,639,000 8,344,000 2,569,000 4,223,000 : 2,226,000 23,822,000 22%
Vis Valiey 1,403,000 508,000 435,000 2,825,000 4,195,000 : 1,389,000 8,170,000 8%
E astemn Neighborhoods 4,563,000 9,708,000 4,007,000 | 30,650,000 4,213,000 } 5,148,000 53,726,000 4%%
Total | 21,228,000 22,224 000 22,523,000 37,652,000 13,988,000 : 12,888,000 | 109,963,000 100%

On average, across all the plan areas we anticipate roughly $20 Million, however we anticipate a
spike in revenue in 2017 due to the projected completion of several large projects.

REVENUES & PROTECT EXPEADITURES (F109-13)
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G. Citywide

G1. Affordable Housing — Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee

Description. The Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee applies to any development _project, with some
exceptions, that increases the total amount of any combination of the following uses by 25,00_0
or more gross square feet: entertainment, hotel, office, research ar]d development, r_etall,
Integrated PDR (Production, Distribution and Repair) and Small Enterprise Workspace. Prior to

issuance of a building or site permit, the developer must elect to: (1) contribute a sum of_ land of
cimliin At lnnnt ~miinlant ta tha faa ar nea tha finds ar land tn ennstrict housina units (see
Facilities (Melo-Roos) District. This year the Department will generate a

supplemental IPIC report which will cover the TCDP for FY15 and FY16.

o The Glen Park Community Plan, adopted February 2012, includes a number of
major transportation projects, however does not include a development impact
fee.

o The Western SoMa Community Plan, adopted February 2013, has been
incorporated into the section on Eastern Neighborhoods. '

e Consideration of new funding sources. The IPIC includes discussion, coordination, and
programming of a number of new funding sources, including: '

o Rincon Hill Infrastructure Finance District (IFD) Funds

o Octavia Boulevard parcel sales (Market and Octavia Plan)

o General Funds identified in the 2013 10-year Capital Plan to pay for growth-
serving infrastructure in plan areas (TSIP).

The IPIC continues to discuss potential funding sources to complete the area plan infrastructure
projects. The Eastern Neighborhoods CAC made several resolutions requesting the City further
investigate additional funding, including Infrastructure Finance Districts and other mechanisms.
This year IPIC has engaged the Capital Planning Committee, OEWD, and the Mayor’s office to
identify potential funding solutions, which resulted in the TSIP.



on the deed of trust to ensure the property remains affordable to low-income residents in the
long-term.

Table 4. Formulas to Determine Number of Housing Units to Construct

Net Addition Gross Sq. Ft. x .000140=Housing Units
Entertainment Space :

Net Addition Gross Sq. Ft. .| x.0001100=Housing Units
Hotel Space

Net Addition Gross Sq. Ft. x .000270=Housing Units
Office Space ‘ :

Net Addition Gross Sq. Ft. X. 000200=Housing Units
R&D Space

Net Addition Gross Sq. Ft. x .000140=Housing Units

Retail Space

Controller’'s Office . . 31



G2. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

Background. The Affordable Housing (Inclusionary) Program requirements became effective in
April 2002. They apply to any housing project that consists of five or more units where an
individual project or a phased project is to be undertaken and where the total undertaking
comprises a project with five or more units, even if the development is on separate but adjacent
lots. Developers must either pay a fee or build affordable housing units on- or off-site of the
principal development. The amount of the fee is determined by the Mayor's Office of Housing
A postoe st v lacfnote ke unnadiy [ upriae GRtagiarbiimg 16r ¢ath Area

3, .
" Article 36.2, Administrative Code
¢ See attachment one for a full Copy of the Article 36 of the Administrative Code.




with annual loan repayments sized according to the project's operating expenses and reserves.
Depending on the availability of non-City funding, MOH's share of the cost to build affordable
housing ranges from 25 percent to 50 percent of the total project cost. MOH places restrictions

on the deed of trust to ensure the property remains affordable to low-income residents in the
long-term.
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G3. Child Care Fee

Description. The Child Care Fee, which became effective in September 1985, is imposed on
office and hotel development projects proposing the net addition of 50,000 or more gross
square feet of office or hotel space. There are six compliance options:

1. provide a child care facility on the premises of the development;

2. provide, singly or in conjunction with other development projects within a half-mile, a child
care facility on another developer’s project premises;

3. provide a child care facility within one mile of the development project, either singly or in
n n with ofth pers withi i

S

4. payan in-lieu fee equal to $1.06 per additional square foot of office or hotel space;
5. combine the in-lieu fee with the constrUctidn of a child care facility on or near the premises;

6. enter into an arrangement with a non-profit organization that will in turn provide the child
care facility.

For additional details on how developers may comply with the Child Care Fee see Planning
Code Section 414. :

Designated Use of Funds. Collected in-lieu fees are to be deposited into the Child Care
Capital Fund, administered by the Director of Planning. Planning Code Section 414.14 specifies
that funds are to be used to increase and/or improve the supply of child care facilities affordable
to households of low and moderate income. Funds may also be used to finance a nexus study
pertaining to the Child Care Fee.

Fees Collected. No fee revenue was collected in FY 2011-12. Since the Child Care Fee’s
establishment in 1985, $7,111,296 in fees has been collected and $619,216 in interest has been
earned. For a list of fee payers since FY 1999-00, see Appendix A1-1 1.

Fees Expended. In FY 2011-12, $267,883 was spent on the Low Income Investment Fund
(LIIF) Child Care Fagcilities Fund which contracts with the City to administer facilities support in
early care and education, including the administration of capital funding for repair, renovation, -
expansion and development of various child care facilities in San Francisco, particularly those
serving children ages 0-5. For example, $81,155 in grants were given to repair thirteen existing
licensed facilities. Also, $15,000 in grants was spent to expand Mariela Santillant FFC and
Angelia J Green FFC. Finally, the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center and
Nihonmachi Little Friends — 1834 Sutter received a total $40,000 in grants. A total of $6,503,144
has been expended from the Child Care Capital Fund since 1985.

e e a1 s AAAN N1 Auar half (22 791 204) have been spent as part of the



For expenditure detail by fiscal year, see Appendix A1-11. The appendix also includes
information on total project expenditures and the percent of each project that was funded
through Child Care fees.
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G4. Street Trees, In-Lieu Fee

Background. Planning Code Section 138.1, which became effective in September 1985,
requires developers or owners to install street- trees under the following conditions: (1)
construction of a new building; (2) relocation of a building; (3) the addition of gross floor area
equals or exceeds 20 percent of the gross floor area of an existing building; (4) the addition of a
new dwelling unit, a garage, or additional parking; or (5) paving or repaving more than 200
square feet of the front setback. The street trees installed shall be a minimum of one 24-inch
box tree for each 20 feet of frontage of the property along each street or alley, with any
remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an additional tree. In cases where the
- Department of Public Works does not approve the installation of trees due to inadequate
sidewalk width, interference with utilities, or other reasons, the developer may pay an in-lieu fee
equal to $1,715 for each missed street tree.’

Designated Use of Funds. In-lieu fees are to be deposited into the Adopt-A-Tree Fund, which
was created by Administrative Code Section 10.100-227 to offset the loss of street trees,
significant trees, and landmark trees due to removal, destruction, or death. The In-Lieu Planting
Program, which is funded via the Adopt-A-Tree Fund, is intended to compensate for the loss of
trees required to be planted by Planning Code Section 428.

Fees Colledted. In FY 2011-12, $100,723 of fee revenue was collected. For a complete list of
payers, see Appendix A1-12. ' -

Fees Expended. All $100,723 of fees collected in FY 2011-12 were expended on tree planting
and maintenance.

5 The fee is set at the City's cost to plant and water a tree for three years (see Public Works Code, Article
16, Section 802(h)). ‘
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Table 5. Fees Expended, FY 1998-99 through FY 2011-12

Project / Spending Area Fees Expended
Islais Creek Woods Annex (Bus 1,240,000
Yard) '
Light Rail Vehicle Purchase 9,810,639
Phase I
Automatic Train Control System 2,473,375
Operating and Maintenance 93,861,045
Support for Transit Service
Administration and Enf_orcement ' 2,441,519
Total ' 109,826,578

At the end of FY201 1-12, $2,335,160 in funds remained. For expenditures by fiscal year, see
Appendix A1-13. ' -
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G7. Wastewater Capacity Charge

Background. The Wastewater Capacity Charge, which first became effective in July 2005, is
imposed on any customer requesting a new connection to the sewer system, or requiring
additional capacity as a result of any addition, improvement, modification or change in use of an
existing connection to the sewer system. See San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Resolution No. 07-0100 for the effective fee schedule. :

Designated Use of Funds. Wastewater capacity charges are deposited into their own subfund
within the Wastewater Enterprise and are managed consistently with the California Government
Code Section 66013 and San Francisco Chapter Section 8B.125. The Public Utilities
Commission administers this subfund. .
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Appendix A1. Devélopment Impact Fee Revenue & Expenditure Detail
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Hill IFD will capture by a portion of the tax increment thaf transters to the General Fund ot the

City and County of San Francisco annually. This IFD is comprised of 10 properties within the
Rincon Hill Area Plan. The 2010 Financing Plan study!4 anticipated about $16 million of the
infrastructure improvements to be funded by the IFD.

The Planning Department projects about $8.7 million in IFD revenue over the next five years and
~ an additional $2.1 million in 2020 to be used for the infrastructure improvements, which will be
lower than the original projection for use of IFD funds. These funds are anticipated on a pay as

you go basis — meaning as the revenue is generated it will be spent, we do not anticipate issuing
bonds.

Impact Fee Revenues for Infrastructure $ 14,432,000
IFD Revenues $ 8,722,000

SoMA Stabilization Fund Transfer

Section 418.5(b)(2) of the Planning Code requires that $6 million of the Rincon Hill impact fee
revenues must be transferred to the South of Market Community Stabilization Fund. These
transfers from Rincon Hill are to be used exclusively for SOMA open space facilities development
and improvement; community facilities development and improvement; SOMA pedestrian safety
planning, traffic calming, and streetscape improvement; and development of new affordable
housing in SOMA. As of second half of 2013, $1,955,603 has been transferred to satisfy the $6

million requirement. It is anticipated that this transfer will be fully completed in the next five
years.

10 http://www.sf-planning org/index.aspx?page=1665
11 One Rincon Phase I (388 units) and 333 Harrison Street (308 units)
12 333 Fremont Street (88 units) and One Rincon Phase IT (298 units)

13 Impact fee revenues for these projects would actually generate about $19 million, 25% of which would be transferred to
the SOMA Stabilization Fund.

14 Infrastructure Financing Plan, Prepared by Kesar Martson Associates, Inc. December 2010
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IFD revenues. For a detailed description of all the improvements see the appendix. -
2) Open space projects

The Rincon Hill Area Plan called for two new open spaces: Rincon Park and Guy Place Park. As
of the second half of 2013, Rincon Park, now called Emerald Park, is fully completed and open to
the public.

Guy Place Park. Guy Place Park will be located on a small vacant lot adjacent to Guy Place near
First Street. This site was identified as a potential park site in the Rincon Hill Area Plan. In
2006, the City used development impact fee revenue to acquire the parcel. Subsequently, the
City completed a conceptual design for the park.

The IPIC in 2012 identified the construction of this Guy Place Park, with a projected cost of $3
million, as a priority project for Rincon Hill impact fee revenue. This report projects full
funding for the park’s construction for FY15. Once funding becomes available, the City will
undertake a community process to review the conceptual design that was developed in 2008,
before moving forward for design and construction.

The Rincon Hill Infrastructure impact fees are projected to completely fund the proposed
improvements in the Rincon Hill Streetscape Master Plan.

Completed Projects

Rincon Hill Park. The 333 Harrison Street development coordinated with the City to create a
public park on one third of their lot, as called for in the Rincon Hill Area Plan. While initially
imagined as an in-kind agreement, ultimately the Emerald Fund, developers of 333 Harrison
Street, elected to provide the City a lifetime public easement to the park without utilizing impact
fee funds. Maintenance will be commnbleted hv fhe Brmmerio moomame e 2lefe 3ot oo
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additional housing units. Many of these units are already underway as of the second quarter of -
2013, nearly 20 development projects, totaling 1,400 units, were either under construction or fully
entitled and permitted. Another two dozen development projects, totaling over 1,000 units, are
seeking entitlements or permits. As a result of these and anticipated future projects, the Planning
Department projects over $19 million in impact fee revenue in the Plan Area over the next five
years.

djected Imp )
Legislated Fee Expenditure Category
Transportation 30% | $ 5,821,000
Open Space and Recreation 21% | $ 4,115,600
Greening 36% | $ 6,678,500
Child Care -1 7% $ 1,580,000
Library ' 1% | $ 171,300

i %

In addition to impact fee revenue, other funding sources have been identified for Plan Area

— 1 a1 o P T e SN2 R S



Sb 90140 S19][04U0D

S60v58°L . lejol
(192°18) J98l)g UoslieH €6€  Z102-1102 Ad
82172082 J9a11S UosIIEH €€€ 1.102-0L02 Ad
£€6'296'V 198115 1S4 G2 0102-6002 Ad
29 18818 18114 G2F © 6002-8002 A
29229 }9311S BUISUET G 6002-8002 Ad
1/y'86 19aiIS 1s14 G2  9002-S00Z A4
pP8}a3jjoo ssalppy Je3) [eosiq
junowy aa4

1aked Aq pajoajjon saey

"Pepusdxa pue 4§00 0} paniajsues ale ey Aq play spuny (1)

"Josfo.d uosiieH geg au) 1oy | 4-010Z Ad Ut Jolis Uopdsljo2 B 0} enp papunjal sem 19/'Lg$ ‘ZL-L10Z Ad i (9)

"pund sjuaisAoldy AJunuauog [IH uooup v sjqel U ainppadxe ue se PSPNIoL 0s|e st “pung sjuaiaAcldll AYULILIOD I UOIUR BUjWOI) SE M 1 L-0L0Z Ad Ul pun) ay} ojul Jaysuel; siyy (g)

‘a|qel Jeked aa4 ayj U} papnjoul jou s | ‘834 joedy) Uoneziige)s z_cleoo VINOS B s pa)dsjjas jou se M 000'05e$ aU} aouig UN0o2Y OAY Uohez||qels WNOS aljwols baliajsuel} sem 000'0SES '0L-6002 Ad Y ()
" Mojaq 8iqe} Jahed aad ay) U pspnjau jou i ‘sad 1oedy Uojezqels Aunuwog

YOS e Se pejoe)|oo jou sem 262'€02$ oy} 8sneoag puny WNIOS 4803 8y} o) patsaysued) se m (1saajul pauies U 0G1'2$ snid seaq joeduwy aImonJsedjy) AQuniaog iH uosuy yj 2rL'o61$) 262'€02$ ‘20-9002 Ad Ul (€)
) X * mojaq e|qe) Jaed sad sy} ul paphjau; jou S| )

‘a4 joeduw) UoeZ|IqE)g Aunuiiod wNOS e se Pa129]j03 Jou seM GEG'6YL'L$ BU} asneoaq "90-G00Z Ad UHunoday 9yay UolieZ)|ge)s WANQS au) o palisjsuel se m Jun0J2e OVEY IH UoauRy ayj wols Gea'aal' 1§ (2)

"668'0SE'€4 I 21-110Z Ad 10} 83ueleq pua-teak paubisseun ay) "SNUL “Z1-1102 A4 JO PUB 8L} Je S83UBIQUNDUS JO 47| 'pZ6S SB M aJal)| 'S8IURIQUNDUS SBphioU; 8ouejeq pua-lea s (|)

:sajoN
0 000'0S€ §28'69L°L - £L50L 0 ¥50°088'v 816°2¥L'L ¥90'851  §60'98'Z €30l
800'626 0 0 0 A 0 1968'v26 £20'6.2'y  121'69G 62025 (192°189) 928'698' @ CL-LL0C AL
196'v26 0 0 0 53 0 0€6'v26 929'698'v  18L°6YL'E 920°68% 128'pS 821'208°C  28¢'191°G @ L170L0Z Ad
0£6'¥26 0 000°05€ 0 691 0 192'v/2'L [28€7291'G 060201  000'0GE EPGZE T EE6'296'V  (POO'9L) ) 016002 Ad
192'v/2') 0 0 0 612'L 0 _28¥'292'L [(vo0'9s) 966°68L 0 ¥90°L $2E'L9 Y02 i v 60-8002 A4
28¥'292'L 0 0 0 G9E'LY 0 160'922'} [voz'Ly 25v'261 0 819'g 0 8£0'522 80-2002 Ad
160'922°L 0 0 0 . 292'9§ 0 Gee'6ol’lL | gco0'sze p19's8 262'€07  25.72 0 809°66 (e) £0-9002 Ad
GE8'89L'L 0 0 Ges'sgl’l 0 0 0 909°668 0 0 L8 1iv96 0 ) 90-G002 Ad
sauejeg , papuadxg pungyojhg puny oju] pauleg Pajosjloy souejeg | ) asuejeg pepuadxz pung oju] pauieg pajpeoy” eduejeg 1ea) |eastq

pu-ieap spung SIgjsuell  sIgjsuell jsaidu]  BNUSAIY leap pus-lea) spung slgjsuel)] Jsasoju] anusdAay leaj

: a4 Bujuuibag . 994 Bujuufag
ovay YUm pjoH spung 4800 UuMm pjaH spuny

! sainypuadxy g sanuaAay Alewwung

994 Uopezijiqes Aunwwoy ealy Joxe JO YOS “Z-LY



=
(3]
2
- <|o|ay <+lolo|w o
1] 8 IR N I=IE
= = oo ol o] s
o | ©o|o|d|d c
~— [le] '\_‘___m‘ g
N|— | o
- w
o ™ olo| ]| <
o Ogco © DN i~
o~ @|o of vl F
- —|a| o] |ewlwl =~
(=] wn ~ | © N~
o~ -— ™| e(_g
i g
ool -
- © og; =l L] o -
= olo ot D e D! I
- NG oot 7]
w|lojo|< =
< NIz N D
E o () &
2]
o <|<|o© ol|lo|o|« ]
- e O[] — = &
o Nf@o|~ bt I
(=] | = © =
o o o m
~ ~ - =
> 2
— L. —
© 2
= =] o ojojo o|lo|olw =
[ Q =] 4 ©
o - o n 0 S
S o [+'s] [-=] (%)
I - - 3
[ =
o > S
L. - %
© o|o|a o|lolo|n o
5 gl 8 @ I
<t 1
= 8 ~ e N il =
« sl g =) o S E
N [=] ~— [+ o] ©
n— L. o~ -— - P
= »l > e g
£ O| u g 2B
i O ~ ol o|o|< olo|o|x T
@ <l 2 s P S 8%
> pra] g O_ Q| s -gd.)
Py =2

The Market Octavia CAC

The Market Octavia Community Advisory Committee (CAC) is a representative body that
provides advice to the City regarding implementation of the Market Octavia Plan and the Plan's
community improvements. The Market Octavia CAC meets on a monthly basis and is comprised
of 9 members of the public, appointed by the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor.

In June 2013, the Market Octavia CAC made recommendations for short-term projects to be
funded by the sale of the former Central Freeway parcels. In September 2013, the CAC passed a
resolution in support of the proposed IPIC capital plan for Market and Octavia infrastructure
funds. In addition to expressing support for the proposed expenditure plan, the CAC identified
high-priority projects to be moved forward if funds become available earlier than anticipated,
and recommended that the proceeds from the Central Freeway parcel sales be used to mitigate
the continuing impacts of the Central Freeway teardown. Both resolutions, including CAC notes,

can be found in the appendix of this report.
Completed infrastructure projects

A number of infrastructure projects consistent with the Market Octavia Plan have been
completed in preparation for the area’s 6,000 new residents, including the signature Octavia
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was approved by the SFCTA board in Fall 2012, developed a limited set of near-term

priority projects and recommended a strategic framework for addressing circulation

needs in the area.

o

Several bicycle projects have been completed, including:

Green lane markings and sharrows on parts of ‘the wiggle’ bicycle route, including

Duboce Street.

o]

A bicycle lane and greening improvements on McCoppin Street between Valencia

and Otis.

@]

A bicydle lane on Otis Street between South Van Ness and Gough Streets.

(o]

Bicvcle improvements to Market Street, including green boxes, green lanes,

O
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detailed project information for projects included in the 2013 IPIC capital plan can be found in the
Appendix. i

Streetscape and Transportation

The Market Octavia Plan envisions a neighborhood that supports multiple transportation modes,
and places particular emphasis on creating streets that are comfortable for pedestrians and
cyclists. Several capital projects, such as the various improvements to Market Street intersections,
seek to both make streets safer for pedestrians and create places for public life and activity.

5

Streetscape and Transportation projects supported in full or in part by impact fees include:

The Haight Street two-way project will return buses to Haight Street between Octavia and
Market and will add pedestrian amenities at the Market/Haight/Gough intersection.

The Polk Street contra flow lane will create a northbound bike facility on the one-way portion
of Polk between Market and Grove. :

Pedestrian safety improvements to Franking and Gough Streets will add bulbouts along
these streets in conjunction with their repaving. : '

An in-kind agreement at Dolores and Market Street provides a safer crossings and public
realm improvemerits. ' ‘

The Market Octavia Street Tree Planting Program will fund community maintained street
trees in the Plan Area.

Two proposed Funds, a Pedestrian and Bicycle Enhancement Fund and a Streetscape
Greening Enhancement Fund, will set aside funding to enhance street projects that may not
otherwise include pedestrian safety or greening components.

Enhancements to Page Street, including landscaping and greening, will improve the bicycle
and pedestrian infrastructure along this “Green Connection.” ‘

The Better Market Street project is a multi-agency effort that will improve mobility and the
public realm along Market Street from the Embarcadero to Octavia Blvd. The project is '
currently undergoing environmental review.

15



L\Enugrl;%‘ll gl'}?é!l%J%lfYJ]?%ll gi L}c}o anroJ rAen $% ?!ﬁktel’%l:ﬁ(!ﬁ’(lfﬂléﬁ(et -

Octavia,.

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is an ongoing program that aims to improve transit
service in key corridors. As part of this project, the MTA will implement various streetscape
and bus stop improvements to improve safety, reliability, and travel time along the 5-Fulton
corridor.

Additional projects from other sources include:

The SFCTA is leading the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The prOJect includes a
package of treatments that provide rapid, reliable transit, including dedicated bus lanes,
transit signal priority, proof of payment, high-quality stations, and related pedestrian
amenities. The SFCTA has secured some funding and is working with SEMTA toward pro]ect
completion in 2018.

In addition to the 5-Fulton, discussed above, the SFMTA has incdluded Muni’s 14-Mission
corridor in the TEP’s Rapid Network and has identified strategies to improve transit travel
times and reliability along the Mission Street Corridor.

In 2012, the Planning Department received a CalTrans Environmental Justice Planning Grant
to build on the TEP by working with the local community to create designs that will enhance
neighborhood identity and improve pedestrian access on Mission Street.

A second phase of Bay Area Bike Share, which first launched in 2013, has been
environmentally cleared and would expand the bike share program to include the Mission
Dolores neighborhood and a portion of Hayes Valley.

16
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IPIC Annual Report January 2014

® 16t Street Transit Improvements,
e 17% Street / Folsom Street Park,

* Showplace Square Open Space Plan and open space.

EN Citizen Advisory Committee

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)?! started meeting on a monthly basis
in October 2009. The CAC is comprised of 19 members of the public appointed by the Board of
Supervisors or the Mayor. The CAC focused on implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Implementation Program and priority projects. Participation in the community improvements
plan implementation is central to the CAC’s role. This past year, the CAC has focused on
expenditure of the EN impact fees, with a particular focus on identifying new parks and open
space projects. In October 2013 the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC voted to support the IPIC’s
Capital Plan. The CAC continued to voice interest in finding other funding sources to pay for
infrastructure improvements as a way to fill the gap between what could be paid for through
impact fees and the expected cost of improvements. '

Other Funding Mechanisms

The Eastern Neighborhoods Implementation Document, which laid out the general parameters
for capital improvements in association with the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning always
assumed that funds from impact fees could only pay for roughly 30 percent of the improvements.
The CAC has long expressed a desire to identify strategies in finding ways to fund the rest of the
planned capital improvements. While initially held out as a possible source of revenue,
Infrastructure Finance Districts, a way to recapture property tax revenue within a defined
geographic boundary for specific projects, is not a desired funding source because of its lack of
budgetary flexibility, high administrative costs, and lack of a track record .

The CAC has been briefed by Capital Planning staff on other possible revenue sources. The
City’s FY14-FY23 Capital Plan included a “Transportation and Streets Infrastructure Package”
(or TSIP) set of revenue sources that could, amongst other goals, pay for transportation
infrastructure projects in growth areas, such as the Eastern Neighborhood; such a revenue source
could begin to fill the known capital improvement funding gap. Specifically, TSIP set aside $5M
in FY14 for such projects.

Further the Mayor has appointed a Transportation Task Force, to weigh and prioritize the full
range of the City’s transportation needs, and a propose ways to fund them. The Task Force is
expected to publish their recommendations in November. The CAC is anxious to continue their

engagement with City staff in forwarding those recommendations of the Mayor’s Task Force, or
" other possible strategies.
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